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assume here an 'adrishta phala' also. No such thing can be
found in the 'sravana vidhf; for if we were to take it as a
'niyama vidhi' we have to find out whethr the 'saadhya' is
'paramaa purva' or 'atma bodha'. It can not be the former
for the sravana vidhi does not have any 'adrishta sadhya\
Nor can it be the latter since 'atmaavagama' is 'drishtopaaya
maatra sadhya9. Hence there is no 'adrishta phala9.

Reply : It is neither an 'apurva vidhi9 nor a 'parisan-
khya vidhi'. But it is a 'niyama JvidhF. In the context of
''sarvaa peksa ca yajnadi sruter asvavat", it is decided later
on that the immediate apprehension of the self (aatma tatL
vaaparoksya) is 'sarvaadrishta sadhyatva\ It can be const-
rued like 'vribin avahanyad9 as having both the 'drishta'
and 'adishta phala'.

Objection = Sankara himself has rejected the veiw
that the 'vedaanta vakyas' are injunctions. If they are to be
treated as 'vidhis', their object which is Brahman must
have to be a so-far non-existent entity.   The rejection of
'vidhitva' to these passges removes such 'asiddhF and other
defects. Hence we cannot accept a 'sravana vidhi' here.

Reply : Sankara has rejected only a 'jnana vidhi9
and not a 'sravanavidhi' there, for in the latter case those
'doshas9 do not arise. Thus, in a 'darsana vidhi' we have
an object called Brahman and this object is to be apprehen-
ded through an action. The object becomes specific and
distinguishable, and we will then have a Brahman which is
<guna bhuta' (qualified).  In a 'vichara vidhi' however, the
object aimed at is Brahma darsana'. Brahman then be-
comes the object which is an end in itself and not a means
to an end. Thus the ^vedaanta vaakyas' enunciate Brahman
as an end in itself, and towards the apprehension of Brah-


